Executive power sharing has been practiced widely in the Asia-Pacific region, in both formal and informal ways. This paper examines the theory and practice of these various approaches to the sharing or dividing of governing power across the region. I look first at the broad issues of executive structure and the distinction between presidential and parliamentary systems across the region, at the divergent approaches taken to both formal and informal practices of executive inclusion, and at the empirical relationship between these variables and broader goals of political stability. Following this, I construct an "index of power sharing" to compare the horizontal sharing of powers across the region over time.
Introduction
Proposals for the sharing or dividing of political power lie at the heart of many responses to ethnic conflict. Demands for the apportionment of political office between all significant social groups are frequently invoked in countries making the transition to democracy or emerging from periods of violent conflict, as in postwar Iraq and Afghanistan. Similarly, calls for the devolution or division of power on a territorial basis are often invoked during democratic transitions, especially in large, regionally diverse societies.
As a result, "power sharing" has become an increasingly common prescription for new democracies around the world, particularly those with deep social divisions. Sisk summarizes WP 257/2014 GIGA Working Papers the conventional wisdom when he observes that power sharing, "if broadly defined to encompass a wide range of practices that promote meaningful inclusivity and balanced influence for all major groups in a multiethnic society, is a potential answer to ethnic conflict management in many contemporary situations." 1
While there are multiple interpretations in the scholarly literature, the term "power sharing" is centrally concerned with and understood as the inclusion of political opponents in a joint executive coalition government. 2 This is today a dominant approach to both preconflict and postconflict peacebuilding, particularly but not exclusively in the aftermath of civil wars or other destructive internal conflicts. For this reason, power sharing is often both recommended by scholars as a political solution to overcome deep divisions, and implemented by policymakers in numerous war-affected countries.
This paper examines the relationship between power sharing and political stability in the Asia-Pacific region. This is important not just as a means of illuminating the institutions of sustainable peace across one of largest regions of the world, but also for examining the broader utility of power sharing as a conflict-management device. Specifically, if we adopt a definition of power sharing that includes informal practices of political inclusion, the Asian experience suggests that power sharing is also relatively popular not just in conflict-prone countries but also a means of engendering greater political stability in transitional democracies. Power sharing in Asia is not just the preserve of those countries that have been through rebellions or civil wars, but also of those countries that are trying to avoid this fate by building inclusive and representative democracies.
The key to my argument lies in the distinction between formal and informal power sharing. At the executive level, for instance, processes of cabinet formation can be based on either mandated or voluntary practices of political inclusion. Formal power sharing in this context refers to legally mandated provisions designed to include members of particular political parties or ethnoreligious groups in government, such as constitutional requirements that ministerial positions be allocated in proportion to a party's overall seat or vote share (as in Fiji's 1997 constitution), or which reserve key positions for members of specified communities (as in Lebanon).
These kinds of consociational approaches to ethnic representation were once widespread in Asia. For instance, as part of Southeast Asia's initial postcolonial democratic experiments in the 1950s, Burma's 1948 constitution provided for a combination of ethnically based states, reserved parliamentary seats for specified groups, and ethnic "councils" to look after the in- terests of intermixed or dispersed minorities. 3 Similarly, Indonesia's short-lived democratic incarnation in the 1950s included reserved seats for specific ethnoreligious communities with parties representing distinct social cleavages. A list PR electoral system was combined with guaranteed representation for specified numbers of Chinese, European, and Arab minorities, 4 and religious-communal parties were routinely included in (short-lived) grand coalition governments, on the assumption that "ethnic and other demands would be articulated through the party system and conflicts would be settled through negotiation and compromise in the parliament." 5
Alternately, governments can rely on informal power-sharing practices, whereby representatives of different parties or groups are routinely included in cabinet as part of established political practice, but not in response to a legal requirement. The precise application of such informal power sharing also ranges widely, from the inclusion of symbolic ethnic or regional representatives in more-or-less token ministerial positions all the way through to "grand coalition" cabinets in which all parties are simultaneously included in a national unity government. Unlike executive coalitions arising from formal power-sharing rules, however, these kinds of inclusive cabinets are typically the result of political calculation rather than constitutional fiat.
Both in the Asia-Pacific and around the world, informal approaches to executive power sharing are practiced far more widely than formal alternatives. One reason for this is that formal power-sharing provisions are by their nature unusual and exceptional, tending to be applied in times of war or national emergency, or in countries threatened by or emerging from civil conflict. Fiji's 1997 constitution, which was explicitly designed to return the country to stable democracy by promoting the development of "multiethnic politics," contained the most comprehensive example of a formal power-sharing requirement in the Asia-Pacific region: all parties winning at least 10 percent of seats in parliament are entitled to cabinet positions in proportion to their seat share. Another example of formal power sharing was the "supermajority" requirement for government formation adopted in Cambodia's 1993 constitution, which required all new governments to be approved by a two-thirds vote of the National Assembly. As discussed later in this paper, in both Fiji and Cambodia these formal power-sharing rules proved difficult to implement in practice, and were eventually dispensed with in both countries. sharing deal has provided a form of credible commitment that their interests will be protected.
Despite a more multiethnic stance, the main opposition movement, the Pakatan Rakyat (Justice Coalition) under the leadership of Anwar Ibrahim, has adopted a similar structure, comprising an alliance between predominantly urban Malay, rural Islamic, and Chinese parties. However, it has so far been unable to surmount the hurdles to open competition that the BN has introduced to maintain its hold on power, including gerrymandering of constituency boundaries, malapportionment in favor of rural areas, suppression of civil society, restrictions on basic freedoms, and intimidation of political opponents. 6 The 2013 elections saw the opposition win more votes than the BN for the first time since independence but still lose the election due predominantly to the gerrymander in place.
Informal executive power sharing takes place in a less structured way in a number of other Asia-Pacific countries. Many include representatives from different regions of the country in the governing executive in order to provide ethnoregional balance in representation. In the Philippines, for instance, the practice of executive formation requires each new president "to take into consideration the regional, linguistic, ethnic, and religious divisions of the country." 7 As a result, cabinets habitually consist of representatives drawn from multiple ethnic, regional, and religious communities -if not class ones. 8 In Papua New Guinea, the combination of social fragmentation and weak political parties makes multiethnic powersharing coalitions the norm, with ministries allocated at least partly on the basis of regional considerations and the need to strike the right balance of Papuans, New Guineans, High- Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono co-opted nearly all significant parties into expansive governing cartels that essentially swallowed potential political opposition. 11 The results of the 2014 legislative elections, which produced another highly fragmented legislature, are likely to cause this to practice continue.
In this paper, I examine the theory and practice of these different approaches to the sharing of governing power in the Asia-Pacific. I look first at the broad issues of executive structure and the distinction between presidential and parliamentary systems across the region, at the divergent approaches taken to both formal and informal practices of executive inclusion, and at the empirical relationship between these variables and broader goals of political stability. Following this, I construct an "Index of Power Sharing" to compare the horizontal sharing of powers across the region over time. Finally, I look at the experience of vertical power sharing via measures such as federalism, devolution, and autonomy.
Overall, the evidence from these cases suggests that while informal executive powersharing practices have been both widespread and relatively successful in Asia and the Pacific, formal requirements for inclusive cabinets have been rare, temporary, and dogged by problems. In the same vein, while political decentralization has been a common theme, the actual application of federalism and regional autonomy has been limited. I therefore conclude by examining the disparity between political science theory and the evidence gleaned from the AsiaPacific region.
Power Sharing and Political Stability
In order to evaluate the success of executive-formation practices in relation to political power sharing, we need a means of assessing their relative performance. One way of doing this is to examine how stable governments have been under different kinds of institutional architecture, as power sharing is often thought to lead to greater "stability" of government and politics in ethnically divided or postconflict cases.
There are several meanings inherent in this oft-stated objective. First, political stability is sometimes used to refer to the maintenance of formal democracy, or the avoidance of civil strife. However, this broad definition tends to muddy the conceptual waters, confusing sta- significantly on the durability of cabinets. Thus, politics is more "stable" when governing executives are durable in terms of both longevity and personnel; conversely, executives are "unstable" if their composition alters frequently, particularly if governments change between elections due to no-confidence votes, impeachment, party swaps, or similar events. It is widely presumed that short-lived executives will struggle to develop sound public policies and maintain a consistent policy position; conversely, a high level of executive durability is often taken as a sign of a government's capacity to maintain power and implement its policy agenda credibly and predictably. 13 Broader systemic differences between parliamentary and presidential forms of government also have an important influence on political stability. Advocates of presidentialism often point to the durability of office provided by a truly independent executive, and hence the continuity in terms of public policy that a presidential system of government can bring. Unlike parliamentary governments, which can shift and change between elections without recourse to the electorate, the tenure of a president and his or her administration is usually secure, as cabinets are not dependent on the support of the legislature for their continuation in office. This leads, in theory at least, to more decisive decision making, making presidentialism a potentially attractive choice for new democracies, particularly those afflicted by weak parties or shifting parliamentary coalitions. 14 New democracies with weak party systems may find a move to a presidential system an attractive option if cohesive national parties (and hence stable parliamentarism) are lacking. 15 More generally, claims that presidential systems deliver greater executive stability than parliamentary ones remain widespread; for instance, in their survey of East and Southeast Asia, Blondel and Inoguchi claim that presidentialism "has one strongly positive value, which is to ensure the stability of the executive in countries in which parties tend to be 'naturally' internally divided, for instance on a geographical basis; or in which the party system is highly While much of this debate has been focused on Latin America and Southern Europe, these claims invite empirical testing in the Asia-Pacific region. There are today three clearly presidential democracies in the region -Indonesia, Korea, and the Philippines -each of which has also experienced extended periods of nondemocratic government. Of these, the Philippines, which modeled its constitutional arrangements on those of the United States, has the longest experience with presidentialism, having first introduced a presidential constitution in the 1930s. In more recent decades, reforms in formerly authoritarian Korea and Indonesia resulted in their transformation to full presidential democracies, via the direct election of their previously nonelected executive presidents in 1987 and 2004, respectively. In three other newish democracies -Mongolia, Taiwan, and East Timor -"semi-presidential" systems of government see executive power split between a directly elected president and a prime minister, both of whom have their own separate arenas of authority. 18 All the other cases included in this paper are parliamentary systems. This institutional distinction is extremely important for our subsequent discussions of executive power sharing, as a president (unlike a prime minister) does not require the confidence of the legislature to remain in office, and can choose his or her cabinet accordingly.
Cabinet Formation
A more encompassing means of assessing political stability refers not just to the duration but also to the breadth of representation of executive governments. Here the main criterion is not just the longevity of cabinets, but also the extent to which they are inclusive of the broader composition of a country's social and political forces. "Oversized" cabinets that include additional parties beyond those required to secure majority government -and thus maximize the sharing rather than the concentration of executive power -should in theory engender greater representativeness under this criterion than "minimal-winning" cabinets in which only those parties required to secure a governing majority, and no more, are included. "Grand coalition" cabinets, which represent an additional step beyond oversized executives by including These different approaches to executive formation invite empirical testing across the Asia-Pacific region. For instance, one way of analyzing the relationship between executive governance and political stability across the region is to examine the relative impact of minimal-winning, oversized, and grand coalition cabinets, as these effectively represent gradations of power sharing, moving from low to high. This paper seeks to do exactly this, first by constructing an Index of Power Sharing that enables comparison between all country cases, and then by comparing this measure to some basic measures of political stability. We begin by looking at the experience of each of these three cabinet types amongst our universe of cases.
Oversized Cabinets
Oversized cabinets, in which governments include more parties in cabinet than is strictly required, are by far the most common model of government formation in the Asia-Pacific. 
Grand Coalitions
In forming coalition governments, it is possible to go further than an oversized coalition in In Indonesia, the grand coalition experiment was similarly troubled. President Wahid came to power in October 1999 via a complex process of political bargaining within the newly enshrined legislature, following Indonesia's first democratic elections in over 40 years. None of the leading parties had the numbers to govern alone, and Wahid's National Awakening Party was one of many small parties jostling for power. Amidst frantic cross-party negotiations, Wahid's supporters forged a broad but unstable coalition of Islamic and secular parties, resulting in his surprise ascension to the presidency. He proceeded to form a grand coalition government encompassing a broad spectrum of Indonesian society including party, religious, and regional representatives. However, this "National Unity Cabinet" proved highly unstable in practice, with a bewildering array of ministers appointed and then removed over 
Minimal-Winning Cabinets
At the other end of the spectrum from grand coalitions are "minimal-winning" cabinets, in which only those parties needed to ensure a bare legislative majority, and no more, are included in government. In most but not all cases, this means a one-party cabinet. Two models To try to make sense of these different executive-formation practices, Table 1 
Measuring Power Sharing
Using this broad three-way classification of minimal-winning, oversized and grand coalition cabinet types, we are now in a position to construct an index which aggregates the key components of government formation in order to measure the extent of executive power sharing across the Asia-Pacific region. The two most salient components of executive power sharing are the number of parties included and the extent to which governments comprise singleparty majorities or multiparty coalitions. Lijphart has argued that "the difference between one-party majority governments and broad multiparty coalitions epitomizes the contrast between the majoritarian principle of concentrating power in the hands of the majority and the consensus principle of broad powersharing." 25 Following this reasoning, my measure of power sharing relies on the number of effective political parties represented in parliament and the extent to which oversized rather than minimal-winning cabinet formations are employed. A combined index of this information provides an (admittedly crude) means of assessing the sharing or concentration of executive power across different countries. Table 2 As the table shows, the extent of executive power sharing varies widely across the AsiaPacific. At one end, Papua New Guinea, Indonesia, and Thailand all feature very high levels of power sharing on this measure. By contrast, single-party government has been the norm in Samoa, Korea, and Singapore. How do we explain this discrepancy of outcomes?
One explanation is the influence of social diversity upon political practice. Across the region, greater levels of societal diversity are strongly correlated with higher levels of power sharing. In general, socially fragmented states such as Papua New Guinea, Indonesia, the Solomon Islands, and Fiji tend also to have above-average levels of power sharing according to our index. Only two of the Asia-Pacific's ethnically plural societies, the Philippines and Singapore, consistently employ minimal-winning cabinets -although as noted above, both have practiced informal power sharing in other ways (as they need to, given that the Philippines has a presidential system and Singapore is a one-party dominant state A second, and perhaps more surprising, observation is the negative correlation between power sharing and cabinet longevity. As the scattergram in Figure 1 below shows clearly, countries with high levels of power sharing tend to have less stable cabinets, measured by the duration of each cabinet before it is changed or replaced, than the average. This would appear to be something of a rebuff to those who see power sharing as the answer to a country's political ills. However, the data on which these findings are based is somewhat dated, given the rapidly changing political landscape in Asia.
Moreover, the problem of endogeneity cautions against reading too much into these find- Overall, the results of this comparative enquiry tend to complement the findings of previous research. In previous work I showed that higher levels of social diversity, as measured by the degree of ethnolinguistic fragmentation in each country, had distinctive impacts upon development and democracy across the Asia-Pacific. 35 In addition, this same measure of social diversity is one of the strongest correlates of party pluralism across the region. Building on these findings, this paper has shown that increasing societal diversity is also strongly associated with higher levels of executive power sharing across the Asia-Pacific region. However, power sharing in Asia is also associated with a widespread desire to build oversized coalitions that are resilient in the face of party-hopping or political defections.
These results represent something of a challenge to a number of well-entrenched political science theories. For example, probably the best-established model of government formation to be found in the scholarly literature is the "minimal winning coalition" theory formulated by William Riker, which predicts that parties will form cabinets with the smallest number of parties necessary to maintain government wherever possible, and will only include additional parties if and when they are needed to guarantee a legislative majority. 36 Most of this formal literature on coalitions is drawn from either Western experience or deductive theorybuilding, and finds little if any support when the empirical record of government formation in the Asia-Pacific is examined. 37 Rather, most of the new democracies of Asia and the Pacific governments comprise broad multiparty coalitions constructed to deliver balanced ethnoregional representation and provide a buffer against party defections. As a result, most countries, most of the time, employ "oversized" rather than "minimal-winning" cabinet formations. And, in contrast to the range of predictors of government formation that can be drawn from the formal literature, underlying levels of societal diversity appear to be the strongest predictor of coalition formation, with the highest levels of power sharing occurring in the most diverse societies.
The other main conclusion of this paper concerns the implications of the Asian approach to power sharing for the broader scholarly debate on political engineering. 38 While the experience of federalism, devolution, and autonomy across the region is too limited to reach any firm conclusions at this point, the basic ethnic demography of the Asia-Pacific means that most forms of devolution are likely to result in multiethnic component units, rather than the ethnically homogeneous jurisdictions recommended by the consociational literature. In terms of executive-formation patterns, the trends are much clearer: most Asia-Pacific democracies have rejected both the formal executive-power-sharing and the grand coalition models 
